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FINAL DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



2. Claims 1-4,8-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker (US 
6,216,1 1 1) in view of Noble, Jr. (US 6,356,634). 



As to Claim 1, with respect to Figures 5-7, Walker teaches a method for customer contacting, 
the method comprising: 

providing a system for interaction with a contact, the interaction being selectable between 
human and computer delivery (Col. 8, lines 1-12); 

executing an interaction protocol to create an interaction with the contact (Col. 7, lines 

32-49); 

initiating a call to the contact (Col. 8, lines 42-51); and 

interleaving responses from a human agent and a recorded script selected by a computer 
(Col. 8, lines 1-12): 

Walker does not teach the following limitation: 
"a recorded script selected by the agent" 
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However, it is obvious that Walker suggests the limitation. This is because Walker 
teaches more flexible an effective tailoring of sales presentations (Col 3, lines 42-50). Noble, 
Jr. teaches an agent selecting scripts for playing to a customer (Col. 5, lines 28-35 and 60-66). 
Having the cited analogous art at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to add agent selected scripts to Walker's invention for agents to 
transparently communicate with customers as taught by Noble, Jr.'s invention in order to 
provide agents with monitoring of customers responses. 

As to Claim 2, Walker teaches the method of claim 1, wherein the executing an interaction 
protocol is done by one of a human agent and a computer script (Col. 8, lines 1-5). 

As to Claim 3, Walker teaches the method of claim 1, wherein the recorded script further 
comprises recorded data for generating a human-sounding voice waveform (Col 8, lines 28-32). 

As to Claim 4, Walker teaches the method of claim 1, wherein the recorded script is selected 
from audio recordings (computer-generated wave files, audio recordings, and synthesized voice) 
(Col. 8, lines 28-32 and Col 7, lines 10-13). 

As to Claim 8, Walker teaches the method of claim 1, wherein executing an interaction protocol 
further comprises selecting a contact type (Col. 9, lines 1-4). 
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As to Claim 9, Walker teaches the method of claim 1 , further comprising validating sales 
information (Col. 6, lines 26-38). 

As to Claim 10, Walker teaches the method of claim 9, wherein validating sales information is 
done by one of a human agent and a computer dialing system (Col. 6, lines 26-39). 

As to Claim 11, Walker teaches the method of claim 1, further comprising updating a customer 
file (Col. 6, lines 43-48). 

As to Claim 12, Walker teaches the method of claim 1, further comprising maintaining a history 
of recorded scripts played (Col. 5, lines 48-50). 

As to Claim 13, Walker teaches the method of claim 1, wherein initiating a call is executed by 
one of a human agent and a computer dialing system (Col. 8, lines 46-47). 

As to Claim 14, Walker teaches the method of claim 1, wherein interleaving further comprises 
listening by the human agent to a response from the contact (Col. 8, lines 6-12). 

As to Claim 15, Walker teaches the method of claim 1, wherein interleaving further comprises 
selecting and presenting content to the contact (Col. 7, lines 32-44). 



Application/Control Number: 09/920,072 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2645 

As to Claim 16, Walker teaches the method of claim 15, wherein interleaving further comprises 
posing a question following presenting content (Col. 7, lines 45-49). 

As to Claim 17, Walker teaches the method of claim 1, wherein interleaving further comprises 
deciding on intervention (Col. 8, lines 7-12). 

As to Claim 18, Walker teaches the method of claim 17, wherein deciding on intervention is 
done by the human agent (Col. 8, lines 7-12). 

As to Claim 19, Walker teaches the method of claim 17, wherein deciding on intervention 
further comprises selecting between options including at least a live-voice response and a 
recorded response (Col. 8, lines 1-5). 

As to Claim 20, Walker teaches the method of claim 17, wherein deciding on intervention 
further comprises determining to provide a live-voice response (Col. 8, lines 1-5). 

As to Claim 21, Walker teaches the method of claim 17, wherein deciding on intervention 
further comprises determining to provide a recorded response (Col. 8, lines 1-5). 

3. Claims 5,7,22-27,29-38,76-80,82-95 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Walker in view of Noble, Jr. and further in view of Rogers et al. (US 5,946,386). 
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As to Claim 5, Walker teaches the method of claim 1, wherein the recorded script comprises a 
prerecorded script (voice waveform created independently) from the human agent; 

Walker does not teach the following limitation: 

"voice waveform created independently from the human agent" 

However, it is obvious that Walker suggests the limitation. This is because Walker 
teaches that scripts are prerecorded for use by a computer (Col. 8, lines 1-4). Rogers teaches 
creating VIP rules (scripts) by users (agents) and/or organizations. VIP rules created by 
organizations are independent of users (Col. 36, lines 12-17 and Col. 34, lines 56-67). Having 
the cited art at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to add organization scripts to Walker's invention for supporting organizations 
sales calls as taught by Rogers' invention in order to provide enhancement of sales 
opportunities. 

As to Claims 7,82, Walker teaches the method of claim 1, wherein executing an interaction 
protocol further comprises: 

Walker does not teach the following limitation: 
"logging on by an agent" 
However, it is obvious that Walker suggests the limitation. This is because Walker 
teaches call handling by agents (Col. 8, lines 1-4). Rogers teaches users (agents) logging in 
(Col. 34, lines 30-35). Having the cited art at the time the invention was made, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add agent loggin incapability to Walker's 
invention for determining availability of users as taught by Rogers' invention in order to provide 
enhancement of sales opportunities. 
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As to Claims 22-27, 29-38,76-80,83-95, Walker teaches a method for customer contacting, the 
method comprising: 

providing an integrated system for interaction with a contact, the interaction being 
selectable between human and computer delivery; 
initiating a call to a contact; 
selecting content for presentation to the contact; 
presenting content to the contact; 
listening to a response from the contact; 

interleaving responses to the contact from a human agent and a recorded script selected 
by the agent, the recorded script reflecting a voice waveform prerecorded (created independently 
from the human agent) (Col. 8, lines 1-8); and 

closing the interaction with the contact (Col. 6, lines 26-37); 
Walker does not teach the following limitation: 

"voice waveform created independently from the human agent" and "recorded script 
selected by the agent" 

However, it is obvious that Walker suggests the limitations. This is because Walker 
teaches more flexible an effective tailoring of sales presentations and scripts are prerecorded for 
use by a computer (Col. 3, lines 42-50, Col. 8, lines 1-4). Noble, Jr. teaches an agent selecting 
scripts for playing to a customer (Col. 5, lines 28-35 and 60-66). Rogers teaches creating VIP 
rules (scripts) by users (agents) and/or organizations. VIP rules created by organizations are 
independent of users (Col. 36, lines 12-17 and Col. 34, lines 56-67). Having the cited analogous 
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art at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to add organization scripts and scripts selected by agents to Walker's invention for 
supporting organizations sales calls as taught by Rogers' and Noble, Jr.'s invention in order to 
provide enhancement of sales opportunities. 

4. Claims 6,28,81 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker in 
view of Noble, Jr., Rogers and further in view of Miner et al. (US 5,652,789). 

As to Claims 6,28,81, Walker teaches the method of claim 5, wherein the voice waveform 
further comprises: 

Walker does not teach the following limitation: 

"an audio track of a voice response recorded by a voice actor" 

However, it is obvious that Walker suggests the limitation. This is because Walker 
teaches that scripts are prerecorded for use by a computer (Col. 8, lines 1-4). Miner teaches 
creating commands and tasks (scripts) with personalities (voice actors) for use by subscribers 
customer service representatives (Col. 45, lines 46-57). Since Walker and Miner are in 
analogous customer service representative art at the time the invention was made, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add personality scripts to Walker's invention 
for supporting organizations sales calls as taught by Walker's invention in order to provide 
enhancement of sales opportunities. 
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Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed in the 9/30/05 Remarks have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive because of the following: 

Walker teaches that an agent is signaled before the last question so that the agent gets an 
opportunity to ask follow up questions at Col 8, lines 1-10. This teaching suggests that the agent 
is monitoring the dialog between the computer and customer at least from before the last 
question is played by the computer. In this manner the agent is able to determine what follow-up 
questions to ask the customer in order to enhance a sale and to play more sales presentations to 
the customer. For example, as suggested in the teachings, the agent can select life insurance 
sales presentations to be played to the customer. Therefore, and contrary to Applicants' 
arguments, Walker does suggest monitoring a presentation, determining what the customer needs 
and selecting further scripts to be played. 

Noble, Jr. teaches clearly the monitoring, determining and selecting processes argued by 
Applicants and Examiner respectfully believes that it is obvious to combine Noble, Jr. with 
Walker to achieve the claims. Furthermore, Noble, Jr. teaches transparency which was not 
recited in the claims and it would have been obvious to combine Walker with Noble, Jr. to 
achieve transparency (Noble, Jr., Col. 5, lines 30-35). 

With respect to the above and Claim 2, when a customer listens to the sales presentation of 
Walker, the customer is interacting with the computer. Similarly, when the agent asks follow up 
questions the agent is interacting with the customer. These interactions are interaction protocols. 

With respect to Claims 3-4, the customer in Walker listens to the sales presentation and is 
asked questions. This presentation is in a human voice. 
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With respect to Claim 12, Walker teaches customer's transaction history and selecting the 
appropriate sales presentation script, storing presentations that were played for future reference, 
etc. This storing and selecting of scripts is maintaining a history of recorded scripts. 

With respect to Claims 14-17, Examiner respectfully disagrees for the same reasons given 

above. 

With respect to Claims 18-21, Examiner respectfully disagrees for the same reasons given 

above. 

With respect to Claims 5 and 7, Rogers teaches that scripts are recorded by agents or 
organizations. Therefore, the scripts can be created independently of agents. The argued 
professional voices are not recited in the claims. Examiner respectfully believes that all of the 
other dependent claims were properly rejected by the teachings of Walker, Noble, Jr. and Rogers. 

With respect to Claims 6,28,81, Examiner respectfully disagrees with Applicants' 
arguments. Rogers teaches playing scripts in the user's own voice. Miner teaches playing 
commands and tasks in voices of personalities. Noble, Jr. teaches masking at Col. 10, lines 63- 
65. 

Examiner respectfully invites Applicants to contact Examiner to discuss possible 
amendments for overcoming the prior art of record. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 

disclosure. 

None 
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7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

8. Any response to this final action should be mailed to: 

Box AF 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

or faxed to: 

(571) 273-8300, (for formal communications; please mark "EXPEDITED 
PROCEDURE") 

Or: 

(703) 306-0377 (for customer service assistance) 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Carlyle, Alexandria, 
VA 22313 (Receptionist). 
Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 

examiner should be directed to Allan Hoosain whose telephone number is (571) 272-7543. The 

examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday from 8 am to 4:30 pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Fan Tsang, can be reached on (571) 272-7547. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is (571) 272-2600. 




Allan Hoosain 
Primary Examiner 



12/1/05 



